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Introduction
The last Module was primarily descriptive in character, though there were some remarks of a mildly analytic nature. In this current Module I take up the issue of how to explain the politics of neighborhood. Emphasis is placed on three important conditions: the metropolitan real estate market; the diverse and historically constituted interests that people have in collective consumption; and the 'rules' that both empower people in moving and defending their neighborhoods and which may also constrain them.

The Mediating Role of Real Estate Markets
There can be no understanding of the politics of neighborhood in the city without an understanding of the mediating role played by real estate markets. It is real estate markets that distribute people across the different arenas defining access to (e.g.) good or bad schools, public safety, congestion or open space. And it is real estate markets which, by distributing people of widely varying cultural and financial powers across those arenas impact upon the neighborhoods of the people already living there.

It is through real estate markets that people position themselves, quite literally, with respect to what might reasonably be called arenas of collective consumption: to particular neighborhoods or municipalities or school districts. The essential mechanism here is the so-called competitive bidding process. Houses in neighborhoods that are widely regarded as attractive in terms of (e.g.) schools, clean air, tranquility, traffic will elicit, all other things being equal, higher bids from buyers than housing in neighborhoods regarded as less desirable. The consequence of this is that the people who can afford that more expensive housing, the better off, will be the ones who obtain access to superior schools, cleaner air, safer streets, etc. Those who are less affluent are thereby relegated to lower levels of collective consumption.  

On the other hand, from the standpoint of existing residents the real estate market is seen in a different light: as formative of the particular bundle of neighborhood advantages/disadvantages which will be theirs by virtue of their residential location. For it is the real estate market that determines the sorts of people moving into different neighborhoods, municipalities, and their numbers. The problem in the inner suburbs, as we reviewed it in the previous Module, is that for a variety of reasons housing there has difficulty competing with the newer housing out in the suburbs. Middle class homebuyers are less prepared to bid for property in the inner suburbs, which results in a decline in property values there and a change in the type of resident moving in. This, as we saw, can impact on local schools, or at least perceptions of them, and on public safety. The danger then is that of a further decline in home values, which will further accelerate the process of neighborhood change and a shift in levels of neighborhood satisfaction or stress.

In the outer suburbs there may be similar apprehensions of social change and consequently change in local schools or in tax base. In addition, however, there are concerns about congestion as land values rise and landowners/developers see an investment opportunity in mediating the population growth of the area by supplying housing to meet the demand.

Local real estate markets, therefore, are closely monitored by existing residents as barometers of future conditions in the neighborhood, municipality or school district. These apprehensions have been greatly increased by the spatial integration of metropolitan real estate markets (see also the Appendix to this Module). Changed conditions of personal mobility mean that for a given housing opportunity the effective market tends to consist increasingly of all people in the metropolitan area who can afford it. It becomes less and less likely that that a particular housing opportunity is off limits to a particular buyer because it would mean a commute that would be too costly and/or time consuming. This was certainly the case in the past and, consequently, metropolitan housing markets were much more spatially fragmented. But widespread ownership of the automobile has changed that to a very, very substantial degree. 

There is a second, and equally important, facet to this integration of metropolitan housing markets. This is the emergence of financial institutions which are metropolitan in their geographic scope and which see the different neighborhoods into which the metropolitan area is divided as competing investment opportunities. The savings and loans, which are the major source of financing home purchase are no longer, as they often were in the past, neighborhood institutions which take in savings from the immediate residents and lend money for the purchase of housing in that particular neighborhood. Rather they lend money for the purchase of housing regardless of where it is located in the metropolitan area. Some loans, however, are seen as better investments than others. Lending money for purchasing a house in the suburbs will typically be seen as a more secure investment than a loan for purchase in the inner city. The reason for this has to do with trajectories of property values. In the inner city property values often show a long-term decline while in the suburbs the trend is upwards. The danger with any housing loan from the standpoint of the financial agency is payment delinquency on the part of the mortgagee and the possibility of foreclosure. In the event of foreclosure the issue is whether or not the financial agency will be able to sell the property for more than the outstanding balance of the loan. If not, then it will take a loss on the investment. In the case of suburban property there will be little doubt about this since property values will tend to increase over time. But in the inner city this is much more questionable and this accounts for the unwillingness of savings and loans and banks to lend money for purchase in those areas. This is the origin of the so-called redlining of inner city housing markets. 

These two sources of spatial integration in metropolitan housing markets feed off each other, and to the increased apprehension of existing residents in particular neighborhoods. The very fact that the potential market for a housing opportunity is metropolitan-wide means that there is the potential for massive social change in a neighborhood. In the case of Bagley, the inner suburb in Detroit, the reservoir of buyers for property in the area was potentially very large: certainly all those in a certain income bracket in the Detroit metropolitan area as a whole. This meant that an initial shift in the social composition of the neighborhood could assume runaway proportions. In contrast, under conditions of spatially fragmented housing markets there is a limit to the number of (e.g.) low income buyers who are looking to move and who can therefore move into a 'changing' neighborhood. In that instance there is the real possibility that the social composition of the neighborhood can be stabilized with relatively fixed proportions of more affluent and less affluent residents. But where there is virtually no limit to the 'supply' of less affluent buyers, then such stabilization is very unlikely. Any change in the relative attractiveness of a neighborhood in a metropolitan area, therefore, can presage major social change and create a downward spiral as more affluent residents are displaced by progressively less and less affluent buyers, so resulting in a further deterioration of home values. 

By the same token some change in neighborhood attractiveness in a more desirable direction can initiate a major social change in that same direction. This is the sort of scenario that has been played out in many gentrifying neighborhoods. Some middle class people move in which results in some increase in home values; more property goes on the market as existing owners look to make a profit; the lower income tenants of landlords are evicted so that the landlord can rehab for more up-market tenants; the composition of the neighborhood once again shifts in a middle class direction with further (positive) repercussions for home values, etc. 

However, as deteriorating values become entrenched in particular neighborhoods so those neighborhoods will be redlined. Redlining will give a further impetus to the decline since it means that there can be very little demand for housing in that neighborhood: at least housing for purchase by homebuyers as opposed to landlords. At the same time, credit restrictions will be lifted for those neighborhoods, as in the gentrification case, where property values start to show a consistent increase from one year to the next. But it is only where metropolitan housing markets are integrated, where a given housing opportunity must compete on a metropolitan basis for both bidders and loan finance that social composition can be substantially destabilized and along with it, property values. It seems very unlikely that there would be incentives for redlining under conditions of spatially fragmented housing markets. 

This is not to say that real estate and housing finance markets exist apart from the activities of real people. Without realtors, developers and lending officers, for example, there could be no real estate or housing finance markets. Accordingly it is the activities of (e.g.) particular realty firms and particular savings and loans that have attracted the concerned attention of existing residents as they struggle to maintain, or even enhance, the residential desirability of their particular neighborhoods. It is, after all, savings and loans that redline, and realtors that show property in particular neighborhoods to particular sorts of homebuyers. 

We saw in the Bagley case, for example, that a major issue with the residents association that was struggling to stabilize the social composition of the area was the so-called blockbusting and steering activities of realty companies. This also seems to have been a problem in University City. It accounts for the common situation in which residents organize their own realty organization in order to counter what they believe to be those real estate practices that are threatening to undermine the residential attractiveness of their neighborhood. Likewise, and although this was not discussed in the examples of the politics of neighborhood change reviewed earlier, neighborhood organizations also have to deal with financial agencies. For a neighborhood with aspirations to gentrification this may mean sponsoring tours for lending officers from banks and savings and loans in order to convince them that a change in their lending practices is warranted. For residents in neighborhoods with no such aspirations but in which there is a real desire to get out the only recourse may be support for the various anti-redlining organizations that have sprung up around the country in an attempt to revive inner city housing markets. 

It would seem, therefore, that the real estate market, including the market for housing finance, mediates the geographic flow of resources and people between different neighborhoods and municipalities within the metropolitan area. Redlining occurs to neighborhoods just as does gentrification or the deterioration of an inner suburb, and all have to do with flows of value: the buying power of particular sorts of homebuyers and the credit allocations of financial agencies. In consequence we should not be surprised if existing residents come to distinctly geographic diagnoses of the difficulties or possibilities for change that they confront and that it does indeed seem to be a question of place or of neighborhood. We should remind ourselves at such times that without mechanisms of a definitely social – as opposed to merely spatial – kind, like real estate markets, there would be no such geographic effects. 

Interests in Neighborhood
The real estate market, however, is nothing more than a condition for the expression of something more basic: interests in neighborhood. These should be considered from two standpoints. The first is that of the interests of those looking for somewhere to live. The second are the interests, not necessarily the same, of those already living there. These will be interests in preserving the neighborhood as it is or transforming it in such a way that their interests can be more adequately realized: i.e., moving up in the metro area’s spatial division of consumption. Gentrifying residents, for example, will be anxious to bring about conditions in the neighborhood that will further the gentrification process and the physical and social changes that it entails.

The values neighborhoods provide for both residents and those looking for somewhere to live are extremely diverse. We should think, for example, of the many different reasons why people choose to move into particular parts of the city or to remain where they do. They include such characteristics as good schools, public safety (including traffic concerns) and low taxes. In buying a home people look for a neighborhood where their investment will be secure and where, perhaps, property values are expected to increase. It is important that public facilities be relatively uncongested: that schools and highways be uncrowded, as well as the air (noise and air pollution problems!). Whatever their reasons it seems that people prefer neighborhoods that are exclusively residential and devoid of commercial or industrial uses; even a sign communicating some innocent business carried on within the confines of someone's home (an architectural business or computer consultant perhaps) may be anathema.

Households vary in the interests they have in neighborhoods: the same neighborhood or local government jurisdiction can mean very different things to different households. In some cases this is obvious. Homeowners moving into German Village look for an increase in their property values: renters in German Village, on the other hand, obviously have no such stake, and, in fact, rising property values may be anathema to them to the extent that it results in an increase in their rents. Life cycle status also affects interests in neighborhood: the tradeoff between additional school spending and increased taxes in a school district is different for older people on fixed incomes who no longer have children in school, than what it is for younger families with children and, possibly, increasing incomes.

Less obvious are some of the diverse interests people have in neighborhoods undergoing gentrification. For the middle class yuppie moving in it's a place with an attractive, distinctive, architecture, accessible to downtown amenities, and with increasing property values. For those working class people about to be displaced, however, its meaning may be quite different: structurally sound but cheap housing; and possibly a social network with other low income people in the neighborhood (as with, e.g., the Appalachians who used to live in what is now Victorian Village).

However, there are also important differences in the interests of, on the one hand. those looking for somewhere to live; and, on the other, those already living there. For those looking for housing it is likely that numerous different neighborhoods could satisfy their needs. They will accordingly look at housing in a diversity of neighborhoods, each with (e.g.) good schools, low density housing with winding roads and cul-de-sacs, plenty of open space, and easy access to downtown. They can, in other words, exercise locational discretion: there are a number of neighborhoods that could substitute one for another. For many of those already living in those neighborhoods, however, the calculus is likely to be different. Their interest is in conditions in a particular neighborhood: the one they are already living in, and in reproducing or improving those conditions. The reasons for this dependence on place-specific conditions vary. Homeownership, however, would seem to form the nexus of a number of these locationally embedding considerations.

For homeowners the costs of moving are often very significant: costs not just in money terms but also in terms of time and energy. Many of these are what we referred to in Module Five as transaction costs. These include financial costs like the realtor's fee and closing costs. New houses and new neighborhoods have to be checked out and carefully evaluated. The existing house has to be kept in good condition for viewing by prospective buyers. Discrete absences will be required so that those prospective buyers can look at the house. Moving house is a major task and much more so than moving from one apartment to another. A lot of money is being invested in the new house and it's important to get the choice right. Likewise a lot of money has been invested in the old house that is being sold and negotiating a satisfactory price is no easy process. The temptation to overprice is always there and this can make the whole business extremely drawn out.

There are more subtle financial costs that may serve to deter movement out of the old neighborhood. Mortgage rates vary over time and homebuyers lock into fixed rate mortgages. In some cases these can be very low indeed so that increases in mortgage rates in the future serve as a real impediment to moving. To move would be to forsake a very low mortgage payment for something much, much less attractive.

Perhaps the most common complaint of homeowners when confronting some threat to their neighborhood, however, is that it will reduce property values. If it were possible to relocate houses and the lots on which they stand then this would obviously not be a reason for contesting land use change. The house usually represents for its owners a major financial asset: perhaps one that they are looking forward to realizing in the future so that they can afford a retirement home somewhere else. Ownership of an immobile resource creates a stake in neighborhood conditions that would otherwise not be there. 

This is not to say that all the homeowners in a neighborhood threatened with change will necessarily join in the efforts to keep the changes away. Changes in the local schools may not be especially significant for those whose children have just graduated from high school. Some owners may have already decided to leave for reasons that have nothing to do with neighborhood change: a job- or retirement-related move, for instance. Indeed, for those who are being relocated by their employer, there may be an agreement on the part of the corporation to compensate them for any losses sustained in selling the house, and this serves to insulate them from some of the effects of neighborhood change.

Nevertheless, and for the reasons advanced above, homeowners are often to the fore in supporting various forms of residential exclusion aimed, for example, at the less affluent or just at any newcomers. The fact of some systematic tendencies towards the exclusion of those lower on the status hierarchy, however, is important because it diminishes the residential opportunities of precisely those groups. In the extreme, where they are towards the bottom of the hierarchy, where they are the object of exclusion almost everywhere, then the neighborhoods in which they currently live assume an enhanced significance. They are spatially entrapped and improvement in their residential circumstances can only take place through an upgrading of where they currently live. This is the origin of heightened concern for 'doing something for the inner city': many people there have no alternative prospects for improving the conditions under which they live; though if they could get out, they would. 

The 'Rules'
What I am calling here 'the rules' define the broader context within which the politics of neighborhood unfolds: they help to define both opportunities and constraints, needs and incentives. Strictly speaking they include the rules of the real estate market. But I intend to confine them here to those rules which people feel they can contest. This includes certain aspects of the real estate market like discriminatory buying and selling practices, but not the fundamental one of the competitive bidding mechanism.

The meaning of particular rules varies according to whether one is moving or staying. From the standpoint of those moving the rules create incentives and opportunities, and constrain by channeling movements, reducing them below what they would otherwise be, or enhancing them in particular directions. From the standpoint of those already living in particular neighborhoods the rules can underpin the attractiveness of the neighborhoods in which they live: without certain rules they would be less attractive than they are. They can also empower and facilitate the defense of neighborhood and the features that make it attractive to the current residents. In sum, rules advantage and disadvantage, and not always the same people. To some degree they will be rules for some people rather than for others. They can protect neighborhoods by keeping certain people out: they empower for some and constrain for others, therefore. In the US context we would note the following as quite crucial 'rules':

The Schools: There are rules set down by the States which govern the provision of education. For example: Education is to be funded by a school board levying a property tax on all property owners within the boundary of the school district it is empowered to administer. This immediately creates some interesting locational incentives. For the wealthier residential property owners it creates an incentive to cluster together, to locate in the same school district, and to keep out poorer households which tend to consume residential property of lower value. The advantages of such segregation between school districts from the viewpoint of the wealthy are set out in Insert 8.1. Obviously more integrated residential conditions are in the interest of the less well off: given the rule, that is, that school districts have to raise their revenue from a property tax levied on those with property within the school district.

There are also rules governing attendance at schools. In the first place these say that a child attends schools in the school district where it resides. Within school districts it used to be that attendance was further specified by the so-called neighborhood school concept: a child attended a school close to where it lived. In central city districts, as we discussed in the last chapter, this has been displaced by a rule allocating children to schools so as to achieve racial balance in pupil compositions. The neighborhood school concept still applies in suburban school districts, however, and this has been one incentive for parents to choose to locate there rather than in the central city school district. 

The role played by school districts in determining school attendance means that there are, for the more affluent, additional incentives for clustering together and excluding the less affluent. Parental incomes are seen as indicators of cultural propensities and so of the likely value of schools as a vehicle for implanting what are regarded as the necessary skills and aptitudes. This clustering/exclusion tendency may also play itself out at the neighborhood level, particularly in those central city school districts where busing does not apply. This was apparent in the Bagley case where parents pressed the school board to realign neighborhood school boundaries so as to influence pupil composition.

Keeping the 'wrong sort' out on these cultural grounds, therefore, is added to the fiscal incentives deriving from the role played by the school district in schools finance. But in order to be able to keep out there have to be rules that facilitate it. In the US case these rules govern the regulation of landuse and to a lesser degree, housing.

INSERT 8.1:
TAX RATES AND TAXES IN SEGREGATED AND INTEGRATED JURISDICTIONS
Assume that $2000 must be raised for each household in the jurisdiction in order to pay for public services at the level people want them. There are two types of household: rich and poor. And there are two types of circumstances under which they could live: in different jurisdictions in which case they are 'segregated'; or in the same jurisdiction, in which case they are 'integrated'.
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RICH        $200,000      1%        $2000               1.6%    $3200

POOR        $50,000      4%        $2000               1.6%      $800

PV = assessed property value; TR = tax rate. In an "integrated" jurisdiction, in order to raise $2,000 for each household, a tax rate of 1.6% will have to be applied to the "average" residential property value. This "average" residential property value is ($200,000 + $50,000)/2 = $125,000. Consequently the tax rate has to be [$2,000 x 100]/$125,000 = 1.6%.

Land Use and Housing Regulation: The powers of land use regulation that the .The powers of land use regulation that the States have delegated to respective local governments and the rules governing the way the local governments use that power can provide residents with an important exclusionary tool. In particular local governments have the power to zone and rezone. Re-zonings are handled through hearings at which citizen representations can be made. Indeed the rezoning hearing is well known as an important feature of neighborhood politics owing to its exclusionary potential. Land use change is typically evaluated by residents in terms of, among other things, its implications for local tax rates and social composition. Electoral concerns mean that city councils feel they have to pay some attention to residents when making the final decision on re-zonings. In some States failure to heed resident opposition may result in putting the issue to popular vote. Procedures for putting any city ordinance, including those rezoning land, to a referendum, therefore, define an additional power for residents in defending or enhancing the conditions under which they live.

In areas that are already built up zoning is of lesser significance though where conversion from single family to apartments is occurring it can become an issue. Indeed in areas undergoing gentrification an obstacle to further gentrification may be a zoning classification that allows apartments as well as single family. Under these circumstances attention of residents' organizations pushing for gentrification is likely to turn to a rezoning of the whole area so that in future only single family will be permitted.

Housing codes also afford a tool of exclusion, however. This was made clear in the University City case discussed in the last Module. Municipalities set up housing codes to enforce standards of maintenance of physical structures and within State guidelines. How strictly they are enforced varies a great deal. But evidently they can be mobilized on behalf of exclusionary goals.

Rules Governing Real Estate Markets: Real estate markets are rule-governed. When buying and selling houses people can be observed to be following rules: rules like selling when prices are high and taking houses off the market when prices fall. Many of these rules are rules that are followed in the case of any sort of market and are part of the unchallenged backcloth of exchange. But other rules that affect the operation of the real estate market are likely to be regarded with less acceptance and may become the object of legal challenge.

For many years real estate markets in the United States were characterized by racial discrimination. Realtors would not show property to blacks in certain neighborhoods. On the other hand, whites would be steered away from certain other neighborhoods. Typically these were ones bordering existing areas of black residence which local realtors had agreed, tacitly or even formally, should be opened up to black purchase. These rules had major effects on the creation of racially segregated neighborhoods and were, as a result of the pressures of the black civil rights movement, the object of sustained legislative and judicial attack during the 'sixties. This does not mean that such customary practices do not still exist; merely that they are less common since they are always subject to redress if their victims decide to undertake the necessary and time consuming legal actions. 

More recently the rules that financial institutions use in making mortgage credit available have come under attack. In particular it has been found that savings and loans and banks are likely to refuse mortgages to those wishing to purchase houses in certain areas of the city. These are typically areas of older housing in or bordering the inner city and showing signs of weakening demand. This is the practice known as redlining referred to earlier in this Module.

As a business practice redlining can be easily defended and indeed has been so defended by the financial institutions involved. The problem for them is investing money in the form of mortgage loans for the purchase of houses where the investment is likely to be most secure. For a variety of reasons borrowers may default on the loan. The financial institution can foreclose on the property, sell it and hope to recover the balance of what is owed on the mortgage loan. In areas of the city where residential property values are increasing, the risk that the balance will not be retrieved is reduced: given the increase in residential property values that is occurring the financial institution would almost certainly be able to sell the property for more than the outstanding balance of the loan. But in the inner city, where values are either declining or threatening to decline, this is less likely.

Unfortunately redlining has its victims. Not the least of these are those homeowners in redlined areas who would like to sell their homes. Given the reliance of most homebuyers on mortgage finance, redlining makes sale difficult. Property in redlined areas may also be attractive to those who cannot afford much money for home purchase but who wish to own their own home. Among these, and particularly given the location of redlined areas n the inner city, blacks are likely to be well represented. So redlining can assume the characteristics, justified or not, of a new form of racial discrimination.

For these reasons redlining has become an objective of legislative scrutiny and redress. One outcome of this was the so-called Community Reinvestment Act or CRA for short. This sought to take advantage of a vulnerability in the armor of financial institutions resulting from a recent loosening of the restrictions on inter-State banking. Banks seek to take over banks in other States but the CRA gives the regulatory agencies responsible for overseeing those takeovers the power to withhold confirmation unless there is evidence that the bank has been a 'good citizen' with respect to making mortgage finance available on a spatially equitable basis. And where it has not it can be ordered to conclude letters of agreement with local citizens' organizations so that mortgage finance will indeed be made available in future to areas hitherto redlined.

Territory, Class and Stratum
In the politics of neighborhood the ostensible lines of cleavage are often territorial in character. At a certain level its focus is defending, promoting, the interests of people who live in particular neighborhoods. As a result it is concerned with processes of exclusion and inclusion of different land uses and of people.

Neighborhoods, through their representative organizations, also compete with each other. They try to attract into respective neighborhoods, municipalities, school districts those land uses, investments, people, perhaps, which will enhance the desirability of the neighborhood or jurisdiction in some way; and to keep out those which will detract. To the extent that other local governments, neighborhood organizations, want the same thing, then there will be a competition for it. The different organizations promoting gentrification in inner city neighborhoods, for example, compete for those infrastructural investments from the city government – repaved streets, tree plantings, for example – which will make their respective neighborhoods more attractive to the middle class home buyer. There is also a competition where different neighborhoods want to keep out the same thing: every neighborhood organization can think of numerous reasons why some other neighborhood apart from itself would be a more logical location for (e.g.) a shelter for the homeless, or of a halfway house for delinquent boys. This type of competition has been dramatized by so-called NIMBY disputes or 'not in my backyard'.

On the other hand, our apprehension that territory is not the whole story is raised by the fact that the politics of neighborhood often contains hidden agendas of a racial or socially discriminatory sort. The actual aim in excluding certain types of land uses may be (e.g.) to keep out racial minorities and/or to preserve the "social tone" of the neighborhood, as we saw in some of the case studies in the previous Module. To publicly state these reasons, however, may be to lay oneself open to legal suit or to a loss of public support: no city councilor would vote against a rezoning on the grounds presented by a neighborhood organization to the effect that the resultant development would 'lower the tone of the neighborhood'. There is, therefore, an attempt to justify claims for exclusion on more socially neutral grounds. To claim that a new apartment complex will lead to congestion of public facilities is much more publicly acceptable because congestion is a widely accepted 'negative'.

In similar fashion one tends not to argue one's case in a way which invokes selfish, dog-in-the-manger, attitudes. For a no-growth advocate to lay herself open to the claim of 'pulling up the drawbridge' is to bring down on her a moral opprobrium which dissipates public support. Much more acceptable is to argue in terms of the interests of wider publics: preserving green space for all to enjoy, for example. Likewise, it may help to gain public support for keeping out some obnoxious land use if one can build up a case to the effect that one's neighborhood has 'more than its fair share': this is the tack taken by organizations on the south side of Columbus, for instance, in repulsing (or trying to repulse), among other things, landfills and new State penitentiaries.

So there are other motivations behind the territorial, which, so often is little more than a metaphor or, worse yet, a cover up. In this regard there are two fundamental cleavages generating neighborhood politics: the first opposes residents to what I will call, very generally, "development interests"; the second opposes different social strata, the better off vs. the poor, for example. Although in practice these types of cleavage overlap, analytically they are separable.

PRIVATE 
Residents vs. Development Interests tc  \l 1 "Residents vs. Development Interests "
The interest of developers, of the utilities, banks and other members of the local growth coalition is in making the city grow, as we saw in Module Four. But if it is to grow it must be able to provide public services, water, airport, sewerage, at low cost; it must have an efficient transportation system; housing costs must be kept down; and housing must be reasonably close to places of work so as to minimize lengthy commutes and the need to pay higher wages to offset those commutes. As a city grows, moreover, new housing has to be added, along with new highways; locations have to be found for new industrial plants, office buildings and the like; a new, larger airport may be required; also an expanded sewage treatment plant. The question is: where? Assume a city in which, for the sake of argument, there are no social cleavages within the mass of the population: everyone has the same income, everyone is a homeowner, etc. 

The politics of neighborhood which emerges in this case will be one which exhibits serious tensions. But the substantive form of the tensions can vary depending on the dominant interpretation of what is unfolding or is likely to unfold. On the one hand there is likely to be a conception of the problem as one of Us vs. Them, where 'Us' are the residents and 'Them' are the developers and corporate interests. One forum in which this is likely to emerge is public participation in determining city planning policy. Popular interests in the city as a whole, neighborhood representatives, for example, may coalesce around policies which would exercise greater control over new development, phasing it in only as money became available for the new highways, schools, parks and the like necessitated by it. In this they are likely to be opposed by the developers who see this restriction as one more obstacle to their own planning schedules. These time horizons will be oriented much less to the availability of infrastructure, over and above the water and sewerage which are absolutely necessary; and more around maintaining a stream of development revenues out of which to support not only their own profits, but also to pay their debts to the banks and to pay for new land for future development. Waiting for public monies to become available for infrastructure other than the water and sewer lines could leave them waiting a long time and perhaps force them out of business.

Another progressive policy likely to be embraced by those who see the issue as one of residents vs. developers and other corporate interests is that of compensation. Whether this eventuates in a politics of unity across neighborhoods or a politics of one neighborhood against another, however, is highly contingent. Individual developers may be willing to bargain some of their gains away: a park in exchange for a rezoning to allow a large apartment complex, for instance. Collectively, however, developers will tend to oppose more structured schemes codified in law, like impact fees, on the grounds that they will inflate housing prices and this will make the metropolitan area less attractive to new investment and development
. 

But there are also likely to be more divisive, territorially divisive responses, ones which corporate and developer interests will seek to exploit. In this case residents will see development as an opportunity to appropriate for the neighborhood and local government jurisdiction uses regarded as enhancing to the living place: a new park, office buildings which enhance the tax base. But this only works if at the same time one can keep out those uses which will impose increased demands on taxes, like residential uses, and on the use of common facilities like schools and highways; or keep out the airport or the landfill. In other words, there are attempts by localized groups to appropriate the consumptively beneficial aspects of urban development for themselves and push the negative, but unfortunately necessary, aspects off on to others.

Obviously much depends here on the 'rules'. To the extent that local governments have considerable power over land use regulation and obligations with respect to the funding of public provision and to the extent that the metropolitan area is divided into numerous local governments, then there are opportunities for these territorially divisive sorts of policy that would not otherwise exist. But even without fragmentation division can occur as residents form neighborhood organizations to contest the geographic allocation of the costs and benefits of development.

On the other hand these responses do not necessarily work to the advantage of corporate development interests. For example, to the extent that there are no compensation schemes, neighborhood organizations, local governments, may simply dig in their heels, keep out the adverse land uses, and compromise the further development of the metropolitan area altogether. In Silicon Valley, over-zoning for low density single family housing and for light industry by local governments has tended to result in housing shortages and long commutes for less skilled workers, creating pressure for higher wages. As a result the large industrial firms have had to come together in an attempt to shift land use regulation power away from local governments to the county where they believe they can exercise greater power and so create an urban geography more compatible with continued industrial growth.

PRIVATE 
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However, some of the issues which lie at the root of the political geography of neighborhood advantage have more to do with the distribution of advantages between different social strata than with the struggle between residents and development interests over who should, in essence, foot the bill for urban development. In order to understand this we need to say something about social change since the Second World War.

Generally speaking, and as was discussed in Module Three, the conditions of the working mass of the population have improved considerably. Labor, organized through labor unions, has been able to bargain for an increased share of the product. The formal educational system has also offered the possibility of upward mobility into professional and managerial careers for many of their children. Yet the spread of these benefits has remained uneven. The unionized working class, largely white in character, has generally done very well. There is also, however, a less affluent working class of blacks, hispanics, and poor whites. These have tended to be locked into low paying industries where labor is poorly organized and where, even if it was organized, the strongly competitive character of those industries would make bargaining for higher wages a difficult project.

This distributional outcome has generated its own urban geography. The wage gains of the more well-to-do strata of the working class have been parlayed, among other things, into home ownership and automobiles. This has given postwar urban development a strongly suburbanizing character: the more affluent on the edge of the city in new houses that they own, with the poorer and the black concentrated towards the center of the city, often in rental housing. This tendency has been accentuated by the search for improved schooling, the general consensus being that suburban schools provide children with greater possibilities of success. 

This urban geography includes not only strong suburb-central city contrasts; it is also a very segregated urban geography. To the extent that the less well-off penetrate the suburbs they tend to live in their own enclaves. To the extent that the wealthy remain behind in the central city they live apart from the poor. It is also, however, an unstable urban geography. For it is a geography that is challenged by the less advantaged. The reason for this is that to a considerable degree they want the same things as the better off. They want the same good schools; they want homeownership; and they want the more exclusively residential, lower density, ambience of the suburbs. Moreover, many builders and developers are anxious to satisfy these desires. To them, facilitating the entry of the less well-to-do into the suburbs and into middle class enclaves means money. To the extent that they can economize on land costs by developing at higher densities this may be possible. Likewise, and for the same reason, they may lend their weight to more popular demands for federally subsidized mortgages for the less well-off.

This needs to be qualified somewhat. Not everyone shares the suburban dream. Obviously black separatists, those living, and preferring to live, in ethnic enclaves (e.g. recent Mexican immigrants) will reject it and we will discuss this at greater length below. But for many ghetto or slum residents, inner city living sits in uneasy contrast with the suburbs and the enclaves of the more affluent. There will, therefore, be pressures from developers for new suburban developments on their behalf. To these initiatives we can expect the opposition of existing residents who will mobilize the zoning laws, oppose water and sewer extensions, anything that is available, to exclude. To the extent that this happens the pressures shift towards the inner suburbs. Developers of new housing in the outer suburbs are forced to give greater emphasis to the production of housing for up-market clients. Trickle-down comes to dominate the metropolitan housing market, and evacuees from the inner city realize at least part of their dream by moving in to an, inner, older, rather than an outer, newer, suburb. This, however, is likely to be just as contentious for existing residents as new development on the outer periphery. Instead of re-zonings for apartments or higher density single family the new concerns of neighborhood organizations become blockbusting and steering, and subdivision of single family homes (e.g. your Readings on Bagley (Detroit) and University City (St. Louis)).

In these ways the underlying social tensions are accommodated in localized forms. Neighborhoods are contested one by one. Successful resistance by one neighborhood or suburb results in the pressure reappearing elsewhere: press the balloon at one point and it bulges out at another. As a result we come to believe that the underlying tensions are not social at all but are territorial. After all, people are defending neighborhoods and this defense takes place on a very piecemeal basis. At any one time most people are quite uninvolved.

The significance of the underlying social cleavages only becomes apparent when the rules that structure the conflicts are challenged. The geographical organization of schooling tends to geographically confine conflicts: the neighborhood school concept, as in the Bagley case, the provision of education by numerous school districts within a metropolitan area as in University City. Likewise zoning laws provide neighborhood organizations with a tool with which to beat back the enemy. What, however, if these rules are challenged? If, for example, frustrated by their confinement to poor central city schools, racial minorities demand busing for racial balance within the city school district or even within the metropolitan area as a whole: schools now become an issue not just for particular neighborhoods locked in struggle over neighborhood change or over the location of a housing project, but for the advantaged wherever they might live. Likewise, what if low income groups, civil rights groups perhaps, legally challenge the exclusionary use of zoning (as they have in some States)? Again, this is of obvious significance to all middle class households since it could take away a crucial weapon in an armory which may have to be called on in the future.

But not all those disadvantaged by them choose to contest the rules. Rather alongside strategies of contesting the rules that exclude one is likely to find reactions of a more sub-cultural nature: reactions which reject the ideals of integration and assimilation and which assert a strong communalism against the more individualist nature of mainstream society. For the type of neighborhood politics outlined above is one in which the essential unit is the individual household. The household is energized by a vision of enhanced social status and material circumstance to be achieved through strategies of residential mobility and defending/increasing neighborhood advantage: better schools, 'better' neighbors, open space and the like. Given this particular orientation of essentially individual upward mobility, contesting the rules that impede that mobility, defending the rules that secure one's place in the social stratification system against the challenges of those below, make sense.

But we need to be aware of an alternative politics. This is one that rejects in whole or in part the underlying assumptions of mainstream society. This may be separatist in character as in the cases of black and hispanic separatism to be discussed shortly. Or it may be a rejection which aims ultimately at a reintegration into society as a whole but on their terms: a reintegration predicated, in other words, on a transformation of not just the rules that are typically contested but the more basic ones that are not ? like the primacy of the private housing market or of the private automobile or whether private schools should be allowed to exist or not. This is a politics that long had a presence in post-war Britain and was articulated by fractions of the British Labour Party, though its influence has waned drastically in recent years. 

But to return to a consideration of the US: While there has indeed been a separatist stream in black politics, it has not gone uncontested. Black political movements aimed at overcoming racial subordination and deprivation have fallen along a spectrum defined by two polar positions: the civil rights movement; and the black power movement. The civil rights movement is integrationist. It has aimed to join the American mainstream through eliminating the diverse barriers that have impeded black upward mobility: not just job discrimination but housing and educational discrimination, the neighborhood school concept, and the like. Its social base has been largely middle class: the black clergy have been especially important, but so have black school teachers and black lawyers. 

Black power movements, on the other hand, are separatist. They do not believe that color blindness can be legislated. In support of this contention they point to the rather meager results of civil rights legislation. Black aspirations remain frustrated. The federal government (e.g.) continues to have problems locating public housing projects in white areas. Civil rights legislation is one thing but enforcement of that legislation is something quite different and has, in practice, been either expensive for the plaintiffs or extremely slow.

The only blacks who have benefited from the civil rights movement, it is argued, are those middle class elements who support it. They are the ones who have been able to take advantage of openings in anti-poverty programs; they have had the money that enables them to move into distant white suburbs. The black underclass has gained nothing. It was their frustration at the meager payoff from the achievement of equality under the law that it, is argued, led to the black urban rebellions of the ‘60s. Not surprisingly the black power movement has been especially attractive to the black poor and unemployed.

Their program has tended to be separatist in character. Black economic conditions should be improved not through attempts at individual upward mobility but by building up the ghetto through programs of economic development. With its integrationist goals the civil rights movement often defeats that purpose: indeed, it positively wants to abolish the ghetto. As a result of white opposition, however, this has been difficult. Yet in the interests of desegregation the federal government (e.g.) refuses to release monies for public housing unless those units are "desegregated" (i.e. in white areas). In consequence, ghetto housing problems mount. Ghetto economic development, moreover, will enhance the goal of black power through the creation of a black capitalist class.

The ways in which the black power movement has been expressed vary. In some cities it may be nothing more than pressure to elect city councilors by ward rather than at large; or a sense of disillusionment with, and a turning-away from, busing for racial balance. In other cities it may result in calls for secession and the creation of black-dominated municipalities, as in the case of Mandela (see Insert 8.2 below). Likewise movements organized on a national scale have varied a good deal in their political programs. One of the more radical was the Black Panther movement. This largely recruited from the ghetto underclass. Separatist feeling was very marked in its programs: demands, for instance, that blacks should be tried by all-black juries; and that blacks should be exempt from military service on grounds of the racist character of the US state.


INSERT 8.2: MANDELA

Black power has a variety of different expressions depending on local circumstances. In Boston one of its expressions has been the call for the secession from the City of Boston of black and hispanic areas to form a new city of Mandela. It is argued that the area has been neglected by the white power structure of Boston. However, there may also have been concern over redevelopment and possible residential dislocation subsequent to the construction of a new, elevated rail line through the area. In the event a referendum polled only 25% support for secession. Interestingly, black ministers – a conservative element historically associated with the civil rights movement – came out against the idea. The very threat of secession, however, does seem to have sparked a flurry of activity in the area on the part of the City of Boston: activity designed to defuse black concern. The issue of Mandela also needs to be seen against the broader backdrop of intense racism in Boston.

In some cases, of course, blacks are now in an electoral majority in the central city. The realities of tax base, however, have made it difficult to implement programs that might allow the realization of black power ideals. The relocation of business and more affluent residents to the independent suburbs means that, more often than not, black city administrations do not have the revenues out of which to facilitate the collective economic uplift of their constituencies. Federal and State programs supplement those local revenues as in State aid to education which goes to school districts, for example, or federal money for the hiring of the jobless by local government (a program that has now been cancelled). Material deprivation in the central city is also alleviated by State and federal programs which have a pro-poor bias. These include Aid to Families with Dependent Children or State general assistance programs. Federal monies for public housing are also channeled primarily into the central city. To the extent that monies are freed up for the municipal government then its hiring policies can further mitigate material deprivation. 

Appendix: The Integration of Housing Markets
Deep apprehension about the future of their neighborhood is not uncommon among homeowners. They fear from change that will bring about social transformations of a rapid and massive, all-encompassing nature; in particular the displacement of their more affluent neighbors by people who are considerably less affluent; the conversion of owner-occupied homes into rental properties, perhaps, so that poorer people can afford to move into the area. The concern among existing residents then, is that there will be adverse changes in local schools (as in the cases reviewed in Module Seven), changes in the local residential tax base (if it happens to be an independent suburb), and a further decline in home values which will simply allow even poorer people to move into the area.

But, and importantly, note how this sequence of events – which is certainly possible as, again, the case studies in the last Module verify – depends on abilities to move from one neighborhood / municipality to another. So:

· If journey to work constraints – i.e. limits to the distances over which people are willing to commute – or ethnic constraints that make people seek out those of the same ethnic group, limit the number of lower income people who can bid for property in the area or the number of currently resident higher income people who can actually move out then social change in the neighborhood will be limited. There won’t be enough lower income buyers; or there won’t be enough sellers for it to occur.

· If on the other hand, there are no constraints to residential mobility other than the level of property values in particular neighborhoods – keeping some people out and filtering others in – then a small change in social composition can result in a continuing change until the neighborhood  or suburb is entirely lower income.

· The resultant decline in property values may be such as to result in the redlining of the area; this can provoke further social change. This is because it means that:

· Since individuals will not be able to obtain mortgage credit they will not be able to live in the area;

· But property will be converted into apartments, so admitting into the area new and still lower social strata.

One condition for massive and localized social change that we consider in the body of this Module is the tightness / slackness of metropolitan housing markets:

· The type of massive and localized social change discussed above depends not simply on the structuring of movement by changes in property values; it is also a matter of whether or not there are actual vacancies into which to move. In a tight housing market there will be few vacancies; this means that no matter what the neighbors are like there will be only limited opportunities for moving out! Likewise there will be limited opportunities for the lower income to move in and, in addition, given tight housing markets, the fall in property values subsequent to some (detrimental) change in neighborhood land use (e.g., greatly increased traffic, the construction of warehouses on open space) will be limited. This, of course, will serve to stabilize the area’s social composition.

· Likewise, consider the implications of metropolitan housing market conditions for redlining: under conditions of a metro-wide housing scarcity, would there ever be redlining?

This suggests that in evaluating the possibilities of neighborhood change we need to consider metropolitan housing markets and their history. Generally speaking, in recent years, and with only regional variations around this central tendency, American metro housing markets have been slack: too much supply for the existing demand. An important reason for this has been the rise of the speculative housing industry that we discussed in Module Three. The balance between custom building and speculative building has changed. It was more common in the past for the prospective owner of a house to purchase a lot and then hire a builder to build to the owner’s specifications. More common now than in the past is the construction of houses on a speculative basis. This has resulted in an increased emphasis on the part of the builder on the introduction of innovations in home styles and conveniences. This in turn expands the market for new housing relative to the old housing occupied by existing homeowners. But who is going to buy the old housing/ or is its destiny the redlining pen of a bank official?
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